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DETAILED ACTION 
Response to Amendment 
Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

1 . The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

2. Claim 17 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Adari et al 
(5,353,327) in view of Masor (4,796,289). 

Consider claim 17, Adari et al teach a method for detecting line status within a customer 
premises, the steps comprising: detecting an absence of a dial tone of a telephone line (col. 3 
lines 56-57); viewing a demarcation device located at a demarcation location on the customer 
premises, wherein the demarcation device is integrated with a dial tone tester (col. 4 lines 47-64) 
and is connected to a connection interface (col. 4 lines 19-23); determining a status from the dial 
tone tester (col. 4 lines 47-64); disconnecting inside wiring from the connection interface (col. 6 
lines 39-40); and determining the line status within the customer premises or outside of the 
customer premises (col. 6 lines 4-6). 

Adari et al did not suggest disconnecting one of a plurality of inside wiring from the 
connection interface. However, Masor suggested such (col. 4 lines 5-9). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of the ordinary skill in the art at the time 
the invention was made to incorporate the teaching of Masor in t view of Adari et al in order to 
test each circuit to determine whether fault exist in the CPE or in service provider. 
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3. Claims 1-4,7-12, 16 and 18 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Adari et al (5,353,327) in view of Urban et al (6,904,130). 

Consider claim 1, Adari et al teach a system for determining a status of a telephone line 
(col. 1 lines 5-15), the system comprising a demarcation device associated with a customer 
premises (col. 2 lines 30-35); a dial tone tester integrated with the demarcation device (col. 2 
lines 35-41; col. 5 lines 60-63); and a signal carrier extending from the demarcation device to an 
interface, wherein the interface is operable for attachment to a customer premises equipment 
(col. 3 lines 16-35). 

Adari et al did not where the interface operable for attachment to a plurality of inside 
wiring that provides for coupling of the demarcation device with a plurality of customer premises 
equipment. However, Urban et al suggested such (col. 4 line 15 - col. 5 line 15). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of the ordinary skill in the art at the time 
the invention was made to incorporate the teaching of Urban et al into view of Adari et al in 
order to provide a unitary test unit thereby reducing cost as well as spaces in the network 
interface. 

Consider claim 2, Adari et al teach wherein the dial tone tester comprises: a visual 
device; and a voltage dividing circuit, wherein the voltage dividing circuit accepts a signal-in 
voltage and provides a signal-out voltage (col. 4 lines 47-64). 

Consider claim 3, Adari et al teach wherein the dial tone tester is operable to visually 
indicate the status of the telephone line (col. 4 lines 47-64). 

Consider claim 4, Adari et al teach wherein the visual device indicates an active status of 
the telephone line (col. 4 lines 47-64). 
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Consider claim 7, Adari et al teach wherein the visual device is a light emitting diode 
(col. 1 linel 57-58; col. 4 lines 47-49). 

Consider claim 8, Adari et al teach wherein the visual device is a dual light emitting 
diode (col. 4 line 47-64, noted indicators 221, 222, 223 and 224). 

Consider claim 9, Adari et al teach wherein the visual device is a liquid crystal diode (col. 
4 lines 47-64). 

Consider claim 10, Adari et al teach wherein the dial tone tester comprises an audible 
device (col. 5 lines 4-15). 

Consider claim 11, Adari et al teach wherein the dial tone tester is operable to audibly 
indicate the status of the telephone line (col. 5 lines 4-15; lines 60-63). 

Consider claim 12, Adari et al teach wherein the audible device indicates an active status 
of the telephone line (col. 5 lines 4-15). 

Consider claim 16, Adari et al teach a demarcation device (col. 1 lines 5-15), comprising: 
an integrated circuit, wherein the integrated circuit accepts upstream (i.e., from CO) voltage and 
provides downstream (i.e., within CPE) voltage (col. 2 lines 30-41); a connection operable to 
couple the upstream voltage with a telecommunications network (col. 3 lines 28-30); a 
connection interface operable to couple the downstream voltage with a customer premises 
equipment (col. 3 lines 27-28); a first circuit for communicating information between the 
integrated circuit and the telecommunications network via the upstream voltage; a second circuit 
for communicating information between the integrated circuit and the customer premises 
equipment via the downstream voltage (col. 4 lines 19-28); and an integrated dial tone tester (col. 
4 lines 29-64). 
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Adari et al did not wherein the connection interface operable to couple with a plurality of 
customer premises equipment. However, Urban et al suggested such (col. 4 line 15 - col. 5 line 
15). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of the ordinary skill in the art at the time 
the invention was made to incorporate the teaching of Urban et al into view of Adari et al in 
order to provide a unitary test unit thereby reducing cost as well as spaces in the network 
interface. 

Consider claim 18, Adari et al teach a method for detecting line status within a customer 
premises, the steps comprising: receiving an inquiry originating from a customer premises (col. 3 
lines (col. 6 lines 23); sending a signal to a demarcation device located at the customer premises 
(col. 6 lines 23-35), wherein the demarcation device is integrated with a dial tone tester (col. 2 
lines 30-40); and receiving a response originating from the customer premises, wherein the 
response indicates a status of the dial tone tester (col. 1 1 lines 3-13). 

Adari et al did not where the demarcation device connected to the connection interface 
providing for coupling to a plurality of inside wiring. However, Urban et al suggested such (col. 
4 line 15 - col. 5 line 15). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of the ordinary skill in the art at the time 
the invention was made to incorporate the teaching of Urban et al into view of Adari et al in 
order to provide a unitary test unit thereby reducing cost as well as spaces in the network 
interface. 
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4. Claims 5-6 and 13-14 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Adari et al (5,353,327) in view of Urban et al (6,904,130) and further in view of Applicant 
admitted prior art. 

Consider claim 5, Adari et al suggested a visual display that enable the user to check the 
line voltage as well as other conditions (col. 4 lines 47-64). Adari et al did not suggest wherein 
the visual device is activated when a threshold voltage on the telephone line is greater than forty- 
three volts. However, Applicant admitted prior that suggested such (page 2 lines 15-16). 
Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of the ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to recognize that such threshold voltage is required for a proper telephone 
line voltage. 

Consider claim 6, Adari et al suggested a visual display that enable the user to check the 
line voltage as well as other conditions (col. 4 lines 47-64). Adari et al did not suggest wherein 
the visual device is deactivated when a threshold voltage on the telephone line is less than forty- 
four volts. However, Applicant admitted prior that suggested such (page 2 lines 15-16). 
Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of the ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to recognize that any voltage falls below such threshold voltage will indicate 
line faults or inadequate line voltage. 

Consider claim 13, Adari et al did not suggest wherein the audible device is activated 
when a threshold voltage on the telephone line is greater than forty-three volts. However, 
Applicant admitted prior that suggested such (page 2 lines 15-16). Therefore, it would have been 
obvious to one of the ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to recognize that 
such threshold voltage is required for a proper telephone line voltage. 
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Consider claim 14, Adari et al did not suggest wherein the audible device is deactivated 
when a threshold voltage on the telephone line is less than forty-four volts. However, Applicant 
admitted prior that suggested such (page 2 lines 15-16). Therefore, it would have been obvious to 
one of the ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to recognize that any 
voltage falls below such threshold voltage will indicate line faults or inadequate line voltage. 

5. Claim 15 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Adari et al 
(5,353,327) in view of Urban et al (6,904,130) and further in view of Dunn (5,696,810). 

Consider claim 15, Adari and Urban et al did not suggest wherein the audible device is a 
piezoelectric buzzer. However, Dunn suggested such (col. 3 lines 24-28). Therefore, it would 
have been obvious to one of the ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to 
substitute any other types of audio devices in place of speaker in order to generate audible signal 
thereof. 

Response to Arguments 

6. Applicant's arguments with respect to claims 1-16 and 1 8 have been considered but are 
moot in view of the new ground(s) of rejection. 

7. Applicant's arguments filed with respect to claims 1-16 and 18 have been fully 
considered but they are not persuasive. 

In response to applicant that Urban et al do not suggested of a plurality of inside wirings. 
Accordingly, the examiner respectfully disagrees with applicant argument. Urban et al disclosed, 
"a demarcation point is the location where the telephone company deliver telephone signals. The 
multi-line telephone system interfaces with a demarcation point device to provide service to the 
customer" (see col. 1 lines 21-39). Thus, the demarcation point is where the telephone company 
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wirings interface with the customer premises equipment (telephone system) or wiring(s). As well 
known in the art that outside wiring referred to telephone lines that belongs to the telephone 
company and inside wiring referred to lines that belongs to the customer. Urban et al suggested 
of the method that enable the user (i.e., customer) to determine whether the malfunction 
telephone line attributed to the equipment of the telephone company side (i.e., outside) or the 
telephone system of the customer (i.e., inside) (see summary of invention). Thus, Urban et al 
clearly suggested of the plurality of inside wirings (wirings that belongs to the customer). 
Therefore, Urban et al clearly read on applicant claimed limitation. 

In response to applicant's argument that there is no suggestion to combine the references, 
the examiner recognizes that obviousness can only be established by combining or modifying the 
teachings of the prior art to produce the claimed invention where there is some teaching, 
suggestion, or motivation to do so found either in the references themselves or in the knowledge 
generally available to one of ordinary skill in the art. See In re Fine, 837 F.2d 1071, 5 
USPQ2d 1596 (Fed. Cir. 1988) and In re Jones, 958 F.2d 347, 21 USPQ2d 1941 (Fed. Cir. 
1992). In this case, both Urban and Adari et al enable user to determine whether the fault 
belongs to the customer side or to the telephone company side prior request for maintenance 
services. Thus, both inventions attempt to solve a similar problem. Therefore, it would motivate 
one of the ordinary skills in the art to combine the references. 

In response to applicant argument that there is no reasonable expectation of success that 
the result in combination of Urban into Adari would provide many dial tones of incoming 
telephone lines into the MTU of Adari. Accordingly, the examiner respectfully disagrees. Adari 



Application/Control Number: 10/672,819 



Page 9 



Art Unit: 2643 

et al suggested that each MTU maybe installed for each incoming line (see col. 15-40). 
Therefore, the combination would not result in many incoming telephone line into one MTU. 



8. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to applicant's 
disclosure. 

9. Any response to this action should be mailed to: 



Mail Stop (explanation, e.g., Amendment or After-final, etc.) 

Commissioner for Patents 
P.O. Box 1450 
Alexandria, VA 22313-1450 
Facsimile responses should be faxed to: 

(571) 273-8300 

Hand-delivered responses should be brought to: 
Customer Service Window 
Randolph Building 
401 Dulany Street 
Alexandria, VA 22314 



Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Quoc Tran whose telephone number is (571) 272-7511. The 
examiner can normally be reached on M, T, TH and Friday from 8:00 to 6:30 PM. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Curtis Kuntz, can be reached on (571) 272-7499. 

Any inquiry of a general nature or relating to the status of this application or proceeding 
should be directed to the Technology Center 2600 whose telephone number is (571) 272-2600. 



QUOC TRAN 



Conclusion 




February 28, 2006 



